The Eurocentric conventional wisdom holds that the West is unique in having a multistate system in international relations and liberal democracy in state-society relations. At the same time, the Sinocentric perspective maintains that China is destined to have authoritarian rule under a unified empire. In fact, China in the Spring and Autumn and Warring States periods (656-221 bc) was a system of sovereign territorial states similar to Europe in the early modern period. In both cases this formative period witnessed the prevalence of war, formation of alliances, development of centralized bureaucracy, emergence of citizenship rights, and expansion of international trade. This book examines why China and Europe shared similar processes but experienced opposite outcomes. This historical comparison of China and Europe challenges the presumption that Europe was destined to enjoy checks and balances while China was preordained to suffer under a coercive universal empire.
This book is in copyright. Subject to statutory exception and to the provisions of relevant collective licensing agreements, no reproduction of any part may take place without the written permission of Cambridge University Press.
First published 2005

Printed in the United States of America
A catalog record for this publication is available from the British Library.
Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data
Hui, Victoria Tin-bor, 1967-War and state formation in ancient China and early modern Europe / Victoria Tin-bor Hui.
p. cm. Includes bibliographical references. isbn 0-521-81972-5 (hardback) -isbn 0-521-52576-4 (pbk.) 1. World politics. 2. China -Politics and government -To 221 b.c. 3. Europe -Politics and government. 4. State, The. 5. War. i. Title. d32.h85 2005 931 -dc22 2004024989 isbn-13 978-0-521-81972-5 hardback isbn-10 0-521-81972-5 hardback isbn-13 978-0-521-52576-3 paperback isbn-10 0-521-52576-4 paperback Cambridge University Press has no responsibility for the persistence or accuracy of urls for external or third-party Internet Web sites referred to in this book and does not guarantee that any content on such Web sites is, or will remain, accurate or appropriate. I have become heavily indebted in the course of writing this book. First of all, I must thank my dissertation advisers, who guided me through the difficult dissertation writing process. Jack Snyder, in particular, was responsible for inspiring me to embark on a comparison of ancient China and early modern Europe. In the initial stage, most professors thought that my topic was a crazy one -because no one would care about ancient China, because there could not possibly be enough sources to work with, or because it would not be possible to write a dissertation on two civilizations. Sinologists further believed that any work on pre-1949 China belonged to the history department rather than the political science department. There were many moments when I felt discouraged, but Jack gave me unswerving support. This research would not have been possible without him. While Jack inspired me to analyze the balance of power in ancient China, Ira Katznelson stimulated my interest in state-society relations. His graduate seminar "The State" in spring 1996 was so stimulating that I remain nostalgic about it to this day. Moreover, I want to thank Thomas Bernstein for agreeing to risk his reputation on my research and for keeping me aware of the expectations of China specialists. In this spirit, Andrew Nathan likewise challenged me to face various sinological assumptions. My intellectual debts can also be traced to Charles Tilly, Robert Jervis, and Jon Elster. Chuck's theory of state formation forms the backbone of this book. Chuck is not just a master in his own work but also a legendary mentor for graduate students. do not always follow the suggestions of historians. Bruce Brooks, for instance, fiercely argues that classical texts except the Chunqiu (Spring and Autumn Annals) involve retrospective reconstruction and should not be used as historical sources at face value. I share Bruce's view that historical records are inevitably products of political struggles. But if that is true, then I am skeptical of his efforts to establish the truth about ancient Chinese history. It is difficult enough to establish truths in contentious politics even in our own time -witness the arduous tasks faced by various truth commissions and war crimes tribunals.
As this book potentially challenges mainstream theories in political science and conventional wisdoms about two civilizations, I have taken too long to sharpen the theoretical arguments and substantiate the historical details. I am exceptionally grateful to Cambridge University Press for the advance contract and various editors for their patience and assistance. The one person I cannot possibly thank enough is my husband, Michael Davis. As a professor of comparative constitutionalism, international law, and human rights, he first convinced me to attend graduate school and then encouraged me to "follow my heart" in tracking my own path in my research. Although many people thought that my topic was tantamount to "a kiss of death," Mike gave me unyielding moral and financial support. While I was writing this book, he had to tolerate many obscure
